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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Request for Continued Examination 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
1/23/2009 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 23-54 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
Claims 33-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed Invention Is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. Supreme Court precedent^ and recent Federal 
Circuit decisions^ indicate that a statutory "process" under 35 U.S.C. 101 must (1) be 

' Diamond v. Diehr, 450 U.S. 175, 184 (1981); Parker v. Flook, 437 U.S. 584, 588 n.9 (1978); Gottschalk v. 
Benson, 409 U.S. 63, 70 (1972); Cochrane v. Deener, 94 U.S. 780, 787-88 (1876). 
^ In re Bilski, 88 USPQ2d 1385 (Fed. Cir. 2008). 
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tied to anotlier statutory category (such as a particular apparatus), or (2) transform 
underlying subject matter (such as an article or material) to a different state or thing. 
While the instant claim(s) recite a series of steps or acts to be performed, the claim(s) 
neither transform underlying subject matter nor positively tie to another statutory 
category that accomplishes the claimed method steps, and therefore do not qualify as a 
statutory process. In particular, claim 33 do not positively recite a statutory process to 
which they are tied. For example the method steps of claim 33 appear to recite mental 
steps and do not identify the apparatus that accomplishes the method steps. The claims 
must be tied to another statutory category by identifying the apparatus performing the 
steps of the method, where "identifying the apparatus" requires that the process claim 
explicitly recite the particular machine or apparatus, or recite a step that inherently 
involves the use of a particular machine or apparatus. The claimed methods of 33 
could be performed by a human, and thus are not tied to another statutory class. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
1 . Claims 23, 25, 32-34, 39, 42 and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as 
being anticipated by Mekikian et al WO 2001/0188662 A2 ("Mekikian") 
As to claim 23, Mekikian discloses a system comprising: 
a language analysis module configured to parse a query into elements (receiving 
segments.... e.g. sentences, each segment having elements.., pg 5, In 20-25; matching 
elements in a question with elements in an index file..., pg 6, In 18-20, fig 1-3 elements 
as portions of parsed query) and 
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to associate one or more annotations with respective ones of at least some of tlie 
elements, a type of each of the annotations being either canonical or conceptual ("what 
are the ski conditions like in Aspen?"... generate TAGS... for Aspen, such as "ski 
rental". ..Flying to Aspen", pg 28, In 20-27, Aspen as element associated with the 
TAGS/annotatlons); 

a rules engine coupled to the language analysis module to receive the elements 
and the annotations, the rules engine configured to perform a comparison of a condition 
of a rule against the elements and the annotations (After all elements in the question 
have been matched, the sentences are sorted... sorted sentence list, a decision is 
made..., if the answer quality. ..is high...., if several of the top... have close scores..., pg 
25, In 10-29; fig 3, if..., as rules, score of answers as conditions), and 

to selectively enable an action of the rule based upon a result of the comparison (if 
the answer quality. ..is high. ...displayed alone, if several of the top. ..have close 
scores. ..they can all be displayed, pg 25, In 10-29, display options as actions); 

a response generator coupled to the rules engine and configured to display 
information in response to the action (display, pg 25, In 10-29; fig 1 1-14 as a way of 
producing information); and 

wherein the action when enabled selects one of one or more information retrieval 
technologies to produce the information, and wherein the selected information retrieval 
technology is configured to search content storage via a semantic index to produce at 
least a portion of the information matching of elements in a question with elements in an 
index file..., displayed, pg 6, In 18-24; if the answer quality... is high.... displayed alone, if 
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several of the top. ..have close scores. ..they can all be displayed, pg 25, In 10-29, 
display options as actions). 

As to claim 25, Mekikian discloses the system of claim 23, wherein the action 
specifies one or more of the elements and the annotations as keys used to access the 
semantic index (matching of elements in a question with elements in an index file..., 
displayed, pg 6, In 18-24). 

As to claim 32, Mekikian discloses the system of claim 23, wherein the language 
analysis module is further configured to process the content storage to form the 
semantic index (fig 2). 

As to claim 33, Mekikian discloses a method comprising: 

parsing a query into elements (receiving segments.... e.g. sentences, each segment 
having elements.., pg 5, In 20-25; matching elements in a question with elements in an 
index file..., pg 6, In 18-20, elements as portions of parsed query) 

associating one or more annotations with respective ones of at least some of the 
elements ("what are the ski conditions like in Aspen?"... generate TAGS... for Aspen, 
such as "ski rental". ..Flying to Aspen", pg 28, In 20-27, Aspen as element associated 
with the TAGS/annotations); 

comparing respective conditions of each of a plurality of rules against the elements 
and the annotations (After all elements in the question have been matched, the 
sentences are sorted... sorted sentence list, a decision is made..., if the answer 
quality. ..is high...., if several of the top.. .have close scores..., pg 25, In 10-29, if..., as 
rules, score of answers as conditions); 
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selectively firing a respective action of each of the plurality of rules based on 
respective results of the comparing (if the answer quality... is high.... displayed alone, if 
several of the top. ..have close scores. ..they can all be displayed, pg 25, In 10-29, 
display options as actions); 

in response to at least one of the firing actions, operating one or more information 
retrieval technologies to produce respective information (display, pg 25, In 10-29, as a 
way of producing information); 

matching, by at least one of the rules, a plurality of the elements and the annotations 
to a concept representing an intent of the query, wherein each of the plurality of the 
elements and the annotations corresponds to one or more words of the query (generate 
ad TAGS, "what are the ski conditions like in Aspen?"... generate TAGS...for Aspen. ..the 
ads are presented... along with the answer to the question, pg 28, In 20 - pg 29, In 2; by 
"element"..., we mean a concept. ..in the sentence, pg 15, In 6-8); 

searching content storage using the concept as a key to a semantic index as a part of 
one of the information retrieval technologies and displaying the information (matching of 
elements in a question with elements in an index file..., displayed, pg 6, In 18-24). 

As to claim 34, Mekikian discloses the method of claim 33, wherein the matching is 
via a regular expression language (language, pg 31 , In 28 - pg 32, In 6). 

As to claim 39, Mekikian discloses the method of claim 33, wherein the comparing is 
via a regular expression language (language, pg 31 , In 28 - pg 32, In 6). 

As to claim 42, Mekikian discloses the method of claim 33, further comprising: 
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determining a respective relevancy of each of at least some of the firing actions and 
selectively performing each of the at least some of the firing actions based upon the 
respective relevancy (if the answer quality... is high.... displayed alone, if several of the 
top.. .have close scores. ..they can all be displayed, pg 25, In 10-29, score as relevancy). 

As to claim 43, Mekikian discloses the method of claim 42, wherein the respective 
relevancy of a particular one of the firing actions is based on the ones of the elements 
and the annotations that contributed to the respective results of the comparing that 
selectively fired the particular firing action (if the answer quality... is high.... displayed 
alone, if several of the top. ..have close scores. ..they can all be displayed, pg 25, In 10- 
29, score as relevancy). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
2. Claims 31, 44-45, 50, 53 and 54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mekikian 

As to claim 31, Mekikian discloses the system of claim 23, 
Mekikian does not explicitly disclose but suggests selectively enabling an action 
based on comparing peripheral information distinct from a query against a business 
condition of a rule (business, log includes... identification of the user... questions 
asked. ..log is analyzed to generate pre-defined reports..., pg 30, In 26 - pg 31 , In 15; fig 
1 0, log as peripheral information) 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to utilize a method/system wherein the rules engine is further configured to 
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selectively enable an action based on comparing peripheral information distinct from a 
query against a business condition of a rule, so as to generate reports specific to a 
corporation or an individual. 

As to claim 44, Mekikian discloses buffers and databases (fig 2 - 3) but does not 
explicitly disclose a computer readable medium or instructions to perform the limitations 
of claims 33 and 44. 

However, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to utilize a computer readable medium comprising instructions, so as to 
store information and provide a way of updating original information. 

computer readable medium claim 44 and method claim 33 are related as computer 
readable medium and the method of using same, with each claimed element's function 
corresponding to the claimed method step. Accordingly claim 44 is similarly rejected 
under the same rationale as applied above with respect to method claim 33. 

As to claim 45, Mekikian discloses the computer readable medium of claim 44, 

Computer readable medium claim 45 and method claim 34 are related as computer 
readable medium and the method of using same, with each claimed element's function 
corresponding to the claimed method step. Accordingly claim 45 is similarly rejected 
under the same rationale as applied above with respect to method claim 34. 

As to claim 50, Mekikian discloses the computer readable medium of claim 44, 
Computer readable medium claim 50 and method claim 39 are related as computer 
readable medium and the method of using same, with each claimed element's function 
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corresponding to the claimed method step. Accordingly claim 50 is similarly rejected 
under the same rationale as applied above with respect to method claim 3. 

As to claim 53, Mekikian discloses the computer readable medium of claim 44, 
Computer readable medium claim 53 and method claim 42 are related as computer 
readable medium and the method of using same, with each claimed element's function 
corresponding to the claimed method step. Accordingly claim 53 is similarly rejected 
under the same rationale as applied above with respect to method claim 42. 

As to claim 54, Mekikian discloses the computer readable medium of claim 53, 
Computer readable medium claim 54 and method claim 43 are related as computer 
readable medium and the method of using same, with each claimed element's function 
corresponding to the claimed method step. Accordingly claim 54 is similarly rejected 
under the same rationale as applied above with respect to method claim 43. 

3. Claims 24, 26-30, 35-38, 40-41, 46-49 and 51-52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Mekikian et al WO 2001/0188662 A2 ("Mekikian") in 
view of Lin et al US 6,675,159 B1 ("Lin") 

As to claim 24, Mekikian discloses the system of claim 23, 
Mekikian does not explicitly disclose matching ones of the elements against 
concepts stored in a multi-layered concept repository to produce the conceptual 
annotations (col. 9, In 55-65; col. 27, In 1-22). 

However, this feature is well known as is evidenced by Lin (transforms input 
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sentences into... tagged instances of concepts..., col. 9, In 55-65; ontology, col. 8, In 51- 
55; parent concept, col. 27, In 1-22; col. 26, In 42-62) 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to implement matching ones of the elements against concepts stored in a multi- 
layered concept repository to produce the conceptual annotations, so as to show the 
relation of the element to other concepts (Lin, col. 27, In 1-14). 

As to claim 26, Mekikian discloses the system of claim 23, and wherein the action 
specifies the concept as a key used to access the semantic index (matching of 
elements in a question with elements in an index file..., displayed, pg 6, In 18-24). 

Mekikian does not explicitly disclose associating via a regular expression language 
specifying the condition of the rule, a plurality of the elements and the annotations with 
a concept in a multi-layered concept repository 

However, this feature is well known as is evidenced by Lin (transforms input 
sentences into. ..tagged instances of concepts..., col. 9, In 55-65; ontology, col. 8, In 51- 
55; parent concept, col. 27, In 1-22; col. 26, In 42-62) 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to implement associating via a regular expression language specifying the condition 
of the rule, a plurality of the elements and the annotations with a concept in a multi- 
layered concept repository, so as to show the relation of the element to other concepts 
(Lin, col. 27, In 1-14). 

As to claim 27, Mekikian in view of Lin disclose the system of claim 26, 
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Mekikian discloses wherein the rule is one of a plurality of rules, each of the rules 
having a respective condition and a respective action (After all elements in the question 
have been matched, the sentences are sorted... sorted sentence list, a decision is 
made..., if the answer quality... is high.... displayed alone, if several of the top... have 
close scores... they can all be displayed, pg 25, In 10-29, if..., as rules, score of answers 
as conditions, display as action); 

wherein the selected information retrieval technology is a first selected information 
retrieval technology, and the at least a portion of the information is a first portion of the 
information ("what are the ski conditions like in Aspen?"... generate TAGS... for Aspen, 
such as "ski rental". ..Flying to Aspen", pg 28, In 20-27; if the answer quality. ..is 
high.... displayed alone, pg 25, In 14-29); 

wherein a second one of the actions when enabled selects a second distinct one of 
the information retrieval technologies, and the second selected information retrieval 
technology is configured to supply a managed answer as a second portion of the 
information (if several of the top. ..have close scores. ..they can all be displayed, pg 25, 
In 14-29; generate pre-defined reports..., pg 30, In 26-pg 31). 

As to claim 28, Mekikian in view of Lin disclose the system of claim 27, 

Mekikian discloses wherein a third one of the actions when enabled provides a bias 
requirement, and wherein the response generator is configured to selectively display the 
information based on the bias requirement (bias can be applied to cause the display...., 
pg 25, In 14-29) 
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As to claim 29, Mekikian in view of Lin disclose the system of claim 28 and the 
response generator, 

Mekikian does not explicitly disclose but suggests wherein the response generator 
is configured to display the first portion of the information in a first portion of a screen, 
and to display a second portion of the information in a second separate portion of the 
screen (that sentence could be displayed alone. ..they can all be displayed. ..bias can be 
applied to cause the display of high-scoring sentences...., pg 25, In 14-29) 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to display a first portion of the information in a first portion of a screen, and to display 
a second portion of the information in a second separate portion of the screen, so as to 
differentiate between the documents/sentences returned by the response generator. 

As to claim 30, Mekikian in view of Lin disclose the system of claim 27, 
Mekikian discloses wherein the managed answer is specified via the one of the 
rules having the second action (pg 25, In 14-29; generate pre-defined reports..., pg 30, 
In 26-pg 31) 

As to claim 35, Mekikian discloses the method of claim 34, and the rule examples 
Mekikian does not explicitly disclose wherein the matching determines if at least 
one of the plurality of the elements and the annotations shares a common ancestor in a 
multi-layered concept repository with a question example of the at least one of the rules. 

However, this feature is well known as is evidenced by Lin (transforms input 
sentences into. ..tagged instances of concepts..., col. 9, In 55-65; ontology, col. 8, In 51- 
55; parent concept, col. 27, In 1-22; col. 26, In 42-62) 
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At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to implement matching which determines if at least one of the plurality of the 
elements and the annotations shares a common ancestor in a multi-layered concept 
repository with a question example of the at least one of the rules, so as to show the 
relation of the element to other concepts (Lin, col. 27, In 1-14). 
As to claim 36, Mekikian in view of Lin disclose the method of claim 35, 

Mekikian discloses wherein the one of the information retrieval technologies is a first 
one of the information retrieval technologies, and further comprising: 

in response to a first one of the firing actions, operating the first information retrieval 
technology (if the answer quality... is high.... displayed alone, pg 25, In 14-29); 

in response to a second one of the firing actions, operating a second distinct one of 
the information retrieval technologies (if several of the top. ..have close scores. ..they can 
all be displayed, pg 25, In 14-29); and 

providing, via the second one of the information retrieval technologies, a managed 
answer (pg 25, In 14-29; generate pre-defined reports..., pg 30, In 26-pg 31). 
As to claim 37, Mekikian in view of Lin disclose the method of claim 36, 

Mekikian discloses wherein the displaying of the information is selectively based on 
at least some of the firing actions (matching of elements in a question with elements in 
an index file..., displayed, pg 6, In 18-24). 

As to claim 38, Mekikian in view of Lin disclose the method of claim 37, 

Mekikian discloses providing by the at least some of the firing actions a bias 
requirement and wherein the displaying of the information is selectively based on the 
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bias requirement (bias can be applied to cause the display...., pg 25, In 14-29). 
As to claim 40, Mekikian discloses the method of claim 39, 

Mekikian does not explicitly disclose wherein the associating is, at least in part, via a 
multi-layered concept repository producing conceptual ones of the annotations 

However, this feature is well known as is evidenced by Lin (transforms input 
sentences into... tagged instances of concepts..., col. 9, In 55-65; ontology, col. 8, In 51- 
55; parent concept, col. 27, In 1-22; col. 26, In 42-62) 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to perform the associating at least in part, via a multi-layered concept repository 
producing conceptual ones of the annotations, so as to show the relation of the element 
to other concepts 

As to claim 41, Mekikian in view of Lin disclose the method of claim 40, 

Mekikian discloses wherein at least one of the firing actions specifies one or more of 
the elements and the annotations as additional keys used for the searching of the 
content storage (matching of elements in a question with elements in an index file..., 
displayed, pg 6, In 18-24). 

As to claim 46, Mekikian discloses the computer readable medium of claim 45, 

Computer readable medium claim 46 and method claim 35 are related as computer 
readable medium and the method of using same, with each claimed element's function 
corresponding to the claimed method step. Accordingly claim 46 is similarly rejected 
under the same rationale as applied above with respect to method claim 35. 
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As to claim 47, Mekikian in view of Lin discloses the computer readable medium of 
claim 46, 

Computer readable medium claim 47 and method claim 36 are related as computer 
readable medium and the method of using same, with each claimed element's function 
corresponding to the claimed method step. Accordingly claim 47 is similarly rejected 
under the same rationale as applied above with respect to method claim 36. 

As to claim 48, Mekikian in view of Lin discloses the computer readable medium of 
claim 47, 

Computer readable medium claim 48 and method claim 37 are related as computer 
readable medium and the method of using same, with each claimed element's function 
corresponding to the claimed method step. Accordingly claim 48 is similarly rejected 
under the same rationale as applied above with respect to method claim 37. 

As to claim 49, Mekikian in view of Lin discloses the computer readable medium of 
claim 48, 

Computer readable medium claim 49 and method claim 38 are related as computer 
readable medium and the method of using same, with each claimed element's function 
corresponding to the claimed method step. Accordingly claim 49 is similarly rejected 
under the same rationale as applied above with respect to method claim 38. 

As to claim 51, Mekikian in view of Lin discloses the computer readable medium of 
claim 50, Computer readable medium claim 51 and method claim 40 are related as 
computer readable medium and the method of using same, with each claimed element's 
function corresponding to the claimed method step. Accordingly claim 51 is similarly 
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rejected under the same rationale as applied above with respect to method claim 40. 

As to claim 52, Mekikian in view of Lin discloses the computer readable medium of 
claim 51, Computer readable medium claim 52 and method claim 41 are related as 
computer readable medium and the method of using same, with each claimed element's 
function corresponding to the claimed method step. Accordingly claim 52 is similarly 
rejected under the same rationale as applied above with respect to method claim 41 . 



Conclusion 

4. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

5. US 20030217052 

6. US 5794050 

7. US 5873056 

8. US 5933822 

9. US 6038560 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to OLUJIMI A. ADESANYA whose telephone number is 
571-270-3307. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7.30a.m - 
5.00p.m. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, RICHEMOND DORVIL can be reached on 571-272-7602. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/OLUJIMI AADESANYA/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2626 
/Richemond Dorvil/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2626 



